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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claims 9 and 10 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
With regard to claim 9, the phrase, "the data destroy unit" (line 3) should be 

corrected to "the destroy process unit" in order to be consistent with a preceding claim. 
With regard to claim 10, the phrase, "the image display unit" (line 3) should be 

corrected to "the image display member" in order to be consistent with a preceding 

claim. 

Claim 10 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. The image display 
member of claim 1 already includes an electronic data storage device. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 2, 5, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by DaRosa (US D443.230). 
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With regard to claims 1 and 5, DaRosa discloses a destroy process unit 
comprising a scissors and a container) that destroys data stored in an electronic data 
storage device of an image display member or a credit card, and a shredding process 
unit comprising a scissors that shreds the image display member or a credit card. A 
credit card inherently displays an image of a credit card number. 

With regard to claim 2, DaRosa inherently discloses making the credit card 
number image be invisible by shredding the credit cards. 

With regard to claim 1 5, DaRosa's apparatus is capable of destroying an image 
display member comprising paper. 

Claims 1,2,5, 11, and 1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by Chang (US 6,676,050). Chang discloses a destroy process unit (1) that 
destroys data stored in an electronic data storage device of an image display member 
or a CD, and a shredding process unit (20, 30) that shreds the image display member or 
a CD. A CD inherently displays an image, including a label image. 

With regard to claim 11, Chang discloses a sensor (14) which senses the 
presence of an image display member in order to control at least the shredding process. 

With regard to claim 1 5, Chang's apparatus is capable of destroying an image 
display member comprising paper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



Application/Control Number: 10/647,235 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3725 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4, 8, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chang (US 6,676,050) in view of Abramson (US 4,931,770) and Matsumoto et al. 
(US 4,879,724). Claim 4 calls for at least one of electric or magnetic application, and 
claim 9 calls for electromagnetic wave to overwrite another data to destroy data. In a 
closely related art, Matsumoto discloses a rewritable optical disk memory system 
(column 1 , lines 21-23) and therefore inherently discloses overwriting another data to in 
order to destroy data. In another closely related art, Abramson teaches that using 
abrasive, cutting, chemical, magnetic, or other suitable component adapted to destroy 
information on a disc is well known in the art (column 2, lines 30-32). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide Chang with a rewritable optical disk memory system in order to destroy data in 
a disc, as such is well known in the art and taught by Matsumoto and Abramson. 

Claim 8 does not add any further limitation to claim 4. The use of electric field 
claimed in claim 4 would inherently include application of voltage. 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hatanaka (US 4,192,467) in view of Brady et al. (US 6,100,804). 

With regard to claims 1, 2, and 15, Hatanaka discloses an image display member 
or paper shredder including a destroy process unit (52) capable of destroying data 
stored in a thin electronic data storage device of an image display member (A) or paper, 
and a shredding process unit (94) for shredding the image display member. Hatanaka 
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does not specifically recite destroying a paper with a thin electronic data storage device. 
However, in a closely related art pertinent to the problem, Brady discloses a paper with 
a thin electronic data storage device (Figure 22) in order to store electronic data in a 
paper. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide Hatanaka with a paper with a thin electronic data storage 
device in order to store electronic data in a paper, as taught by Brady. 

With regard to claim 5, Hatanaka discloses a destroy process unit (52) destroying 
the data storage device or a paper physically. 

With regard to claim 6, Hatanaka discloses an insertion port (46) from which the 
image display member (A) is inserted. The destroy process unit (52) is disposed closer 
to the insertion port (46) than the shredding process unit (94). 

Claims 4 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hatanaka (US 4,192,467) in view of Brady et al. (US 6,100,804) as applied above, 
further in view of Abramson (US 4,931 ,770). Claim 4 calls for the destroy process unit 
to use an electric or magnetic field instead of physical means in order to destroy data. 
In a closely related art, Abramson teaches that any one of abrasive, cutting, chemical, 
or magnetic process may be used in order to destroy data (column 2, lines 26-37). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide Hatanaka (as modified) with any one of the means taught by 
Abramson, including a magnetic destroy unit. 

With regard to claim 7, Hatanaka discloses the shredding process unit (94) 
followed by a data destroy unit (52). 
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Claim 10, as well as can be understood, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Chang (US 6,676,050) in view of Bennett et al. (US 6,758,392). 
Chang discloses a sensor to detect an image display unit, but does not disclose 
detecting an electronic data storage device. In a closely related art, Bennett discloses a 
credit card destroy process unit with a sensor and controller capable of detecting an 
electronic data storage device in order to control the destruction (column 1 , lines 28-39 
and 62-66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide Chang with a sensor and controller capable of 
detecting an electronic data storage device in order to control the destruction, as taught 
by Bennett. 

Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over DaRosa (US D443.230) in view of Bley (US 6,038,012). Claims 13 and 14 call for 
the electronic data storage device to comprise an IC chip. In a closely related art 
pertinent to the problem, Bley discloses an electronic data storage device comprising an 
IC chip (column 1 , lines 56-58) in order to make a card to be a smart card. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide DaRosa with an electronic data storage device comprising an IC chip in order to 
make his card to be a smart card, as taught by Bley. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 2, and 4-1 1 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

The invention disclosed in the application, including all of the major details in the 
disclosure, appears to contain allowable subject matter. However, each of the claimed 
invention is rejected as above. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason Y. Pahng whose telephone number is 571 272 
4522. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 AM - 7:00 PM, Monday- 
Thursday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Derris Banks can be reached on 571 272 4419. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



JYP 




DERRIS H. BANRS"^ 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3700 



